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'fABSTRACT ' ' ' ) -
o Theoretlcal and pract1ca1 1mp11cat10ns of the. :

~,prop051t10n that teachers‘ differential behavior tovard high and low’

~ expectation students serves a control function were ‘tested. As :

~ predicted, initial performance exPectatlons vere found related to

later perceptions of control over performance, even when the 4initial

- relationship between expectations and control was removed, while

- initial control was not found related to later expectatlons. On a

practical level, the effects of teacher partlclpatlon in an .

expectation experiment were assessed. "Unalterable" teachers, whose

" expectations were found most predicatablé from the sex and I.Q. of

their students, reported not being affected by experiment

‘participation while "alterable" teachers did. Students of "alte#ghie“-

teachers showed’ gredter relative reading gains over the school year

than students of "unalterable" teachers. Means indicate'that

- malterable" lows closed the gap between themselves and "alterable"

highs, .and that by the end of the school year “"unalterable" lows
tended to have lesser effort-outcome covariation beliefs than

: "unalterable"‘h;ghs, while students in "alterable" highs showed a

" relative gain in effort-outcome covarlatlon belief when conpared to
‘."unalterable" lows. (Author) -
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: of Teacher Expectatlons.

The po 31b1e 1mp11cat10ns of teacher performance expectaa_f:’
,tipns for st dent academlc achlevement have stlmulated much

;and

reSearch and.debate.p in retlew1ng both experlmental

/

naturallstic;studles of expectatlon effects, Brophy al d Good

(1974) state; here is ev1dence that at a mlnlmum per ormance.fa

expectatlons ct to sustaln student achlevement at a cohstant

'l/vel Thlsw_j
/. .
/4hrough the ‘us _
through teache s' dlfferentlal behaV1or toward students as a:.'

'classroom, thev uthors state, ' is dependent on how’ approprla e

&,

_ the expectzj&ons @re ( i.e.,, how closely the expectatlon mlr ors

the student's actual ablllty) and how-much of a. role expecta 1ons

i

1s stlll in 1ts 1nf ncy.

Cooper and Baron (3977) have attempted to systematlze the




N

”l_oWard stuCents at varying performahoeflevels may

f'seive.. It is prop ed that the generally leSs supportive and

, - e

”t§”~ncrease the teac‘ers' control over interactions With theser'

IS : !J

agtud”nts. By being'critical of low expectation students

actinns With them. Teachers 1t is, argued perca?ve interactions.rsé
With ow expectation students as more. time and . energy consuminé
fﬁ_and mlre frequently unsuccessful than. interactions With other
'w-;ﬁi students Further, when the interaction is- initiated by the.'
| - low ex ectation student ~each of these negative aspects lS
accent ated’ The teacher has not controlled when the/interaction
/ \

ill oc ur and may nat be ready for the expenditure/of time \

"~ and eff'rt involved Also the teacher@has not determined what o k

Success,?' ) o .!'gay
S The: se of an'unsupportive and more critical environment,
| it is’ fur her proposed has the effect of mitigating the a
contingency perceived by the low.expectation student between
his or her effort on a particular task and the type of response .
R they receive: Relatiye to their high expectation counterpart

low expectation s%udents are less/likely to be praised for

J
 good work and;more likely t9,bP criticized for poor work,

v

e A




Expectationflnterventlon

regardless of the amount of effort the student has put into

R |
.the performance
i

jhls lesser contlngency between.effort and
the reSponse of th

teacher may reduce the low expectatlon
student s desire té try hard in the future.

He or she may view

i

thelr effort as less able to control thelr rewards.

the .

Thus. he
teacher 8. initial expectatlon may serve to sustaln some students'
performance at a low level .; . o
\.

/ |

Cooper (1977) has presented support for this formulation

by emplrlcally demonstratlng 1) that a teacher s expectations

for and perceptlon of control over performance are correlatedz

lower expectatlons for performance are assoclatad w1th less
perceived control over performance

-

2) that the removal of
rltlclsm from teacher-student 1nteractlons 1ncreases the

relative frequency of student 1n1t1ated 1nteractlons by those

students prev1ously found most cr1t1c1zed ~and, 3) that the
amount of .criticism the student recelves after initiating an

1nteractlon 1s negatively related to the amount af . covariatlon
outconmes.

the student percelves between hls or

er effort and performance‘
- The’ presen; study 1s a follow up to the Cooper (1977)
, 1nvest1gatlon. It 5

I
e

mines some further theoretlcal aspects
of the "personal control" formulatlon and some of 1ts practlcal
implicatlons. o

./<

Ve 7

On a theoretlcal level, the Cooper (1977) study was able
to show the correIatlon between expectatlons and sense of
control'

fbut because of the. naturallstlc nature of the study,

was unable to prov1de ev1dence concernlng the causal direction
of this relatlonshlp.

The "personal control" formulatlon predlcts

1
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that BXpectatlons 1nfluence perceptlons of control F om the -

.4

earller 1nvest1gatlon ‘it is. pOSSlble to 1nfer that t aohersf
bellefs concernlng control over student performance lead to-
performance expectatlons, i, e, teachers may- reason that if it -

is difficult to- control when success Wlll oCcur then xpectations.
should be lower._Whlle stlll employlng naturallstlc m thods

'the present study addresses thlS dlrectlonallty questﬂon through
the use of time lagged data and multlple regress1on analyses._ .
Performance expectatlon and sense of control measures completed
by teachers at the beglnnlng and end of a school year serve as

/
data.\Cons1stent with the "personal control" formulatlon, 1t was

-

ripredlcted that 1n1t1al expectatlon levels woulgd show a stronger

. ."st001atlon with later perceptlons of" control than/ the assoc1atlon
| found between 1n1t1al sense  of control and later J;pectatlons.
The culmlnatlon of the study of expectatlons and student
~performance necessarlly lies in the practlcal appllcatlon of
the understandlng research pursults brlng to us, As a step 1n
thls dlrectlon data are also presented which evaluate the effects
-part101patlon in an 1nvest1gatlon concernlng teacher expectatlons-'
and behavior has on two student product measures. Over the course-

of the school year, teachers partlclpatlng in the Cooper (1977)

'.study were a) made aware of behav1oral research 1nvolv1ng

performance expec(itlons. b) glven 1nd1v1dual feedback concernlng

— behaV1or'patterns—“nfthelr“class;1mf made aware of the'“personal -
control“ proposition; and 4d) were'.xked, for a‘period of time,
to alter their behaVior_tOWard highly criticized students. .

Before the investigation began, measurss were taken of'the.ffffljtiix\




RN o - e Expectation lintvervention
readlng level and effort outcome covarlatlon bellef of studeﬁts ?,
.1n the partlclpatlng classrooms. These measures were readmlnlstered
.at the end of‘the school year making an assessment of experlment )
partlclpatlon pOSSlble _ N
In order to form groups . for comparison, it was hypothesized

that those teachers whose 1nitial expectatlons were most closely
.tled to- unalterable characterlstlcs 'of their. students (1 €oy

sex and l.Q.) wd%ld be least llkely to be 1nfluenced by exper~r 3
- ment partlclpatlon. These teachers, labelled "unalterable"
were v1ewed as beJ.ncr less llkely to belleve that env1ronmental
.or 1nterpersonal altérations in classroom act1v1t1es wouldgbe

ble to brlng about performance changes 1n students The "unalt-

erable" teachers would 'also be less likely to respond to student

“‘.performance on a day—to~day ba81s since their expectatlons were

. based onvstable characterlstlcsi of the students. Partlclpatlon,
in the experiment, therefore, was expected to produce greater
beneficial effec#s for low expectation students inA"alterable"

teachers classes than in  "unalterable"™ teachers' classes.

~.Spe01flcally, -low expectatlon students in "unalterable" teachers*

classes were expected to show lesser relatlve galns or greater
'relatlve losses, in effort-outcome covariation bellefs when
compared to thelr hlgh expectation c%unterparts than low expect-
atlon students in "alterable" teaohers classes. while readlng level.'
represents a more dlstal measure of sucocess for an expectatlon
~intervention procedure, a s1mllar predlctlon was made for the

~- S
- reading progress of low expectatlon students,

A




 Expectation Interventiorf
_ . ‘ . .

-In sum,tthe‘breSent'investigation examines‘data concerning
‘the causal direction ofithe relationship between a teacher's
expectations‘fcr and sense'oftControl-pver student pesformance,
| Further, the'effectS‘of.barticipation.in an expectation experiment,
'1n Joxnt 1nteract10n with a teacher individual difference measure,
are examlned for student self perceptlon and achlevement measures.,

' Eethoda | '
TeacherZClassroom Selectlon. Six fenale teachers at a rural :

e

 ‘m1ddle class school serv1nﬁ kindergarten through second grade

agreed to take part in the study. Some of the partlclpatlng
classrocms.were:"famlly grouped" (1.e.,.contalned_students ‘at
mqre than one grade level) and‘kindergarten students inlthese.
classes were excluded,fromltheiinvestigation{ Thus,dthe number
of students in each class used in the apalyses ranged fron/io
“to 25,_althoueh all classrooms contained.24 or'25 students. A

total of 104 StudeRts were used in the analjses

‘Sex and I.Q, of Stuoents, The student sample ccntalned

51 females and- 53 males., Scores on the MetrOpolltan Achievement
Test, assessed for each ‘student three months before the study
began, prov1ded the I. Q' data, _5,@{ scores were exceps 1onally

i hlgh (M=116, 95) w1th a Sll"htly depressed standard deviation : .
_G§Q—11.87),:though tne“range”of scores was acceptably wide
(86-144), - | R

Teachers' Percegtlons of Control and Expectatlons for

Student Performance The initial measure of teachers' perceptlons

of control over student performance were assessed in early

>

‘October, and expectatlons for student performance were assessed.

r
T

‘ T
L3 s
. .




‘o ‘.-_'ExpectatiOn Intervention
approximately six.weeksllater. In . the case‘of perceptions-of
control teachers were asked to‘rank’order students in their
class accordlng to how much control they felt over the student s
.academlc performance, or more speclflcally, "how much 1nf1uence -
(they had) over the student s performance outcomes.“'“or expecta-
ftlons, teachers were asked to rank order students in terms of
‘"how 11kely the student 1s - when glven an academlc task td '
succeed at it.” Flgher control and hlgher expectatlon students
.were-ass1gned ranks wlth larger,numbers. Since different teaghers:
ranked differing‘numbers,of students, rankings were.standaréjted ,
witnin classrooms using Zescore transformations, Thus, all class-
-rooms had a mean control and expectatdon ranking of_zero-and a
.standard deviation of 1, ) | C
The final measures of control and expectatlons were admln-
‘rstered in June of the same school year. Questionnaires were“
worded'identically to the initial measures and the same‘stand-

ardlzatlon procedures were used. o ¢

Readlnv [ieasure., Assessments of student readlng lgvels

"were made in June of the school year before the experlment
‘began "and agaln in June at the conclus1on of the éxperiment,

v

These assessments were not made on the Pasiﬁ of test scores but
| nather on the student S completed-progress through a'reading
series, While different teachers used different reading series’,
all students' reading leveIs were equated to the Ginn 360 series
(Glnn and Co.,19?5) The- equatlng of readlng serles was not

1nst1tuted for the experlment but was an on—g01ng, schoolw1de

. process undertaken by each teacher, Standardlzed criteria were

' .
AaaN

Q L L ' : . . - e : S
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" employed based on the equlvalency of" readers in terms of conteht‘, P>

schobl yea%, each student 1n the partlclpatlng classrooms was

. by significant others in their env1ronment Questlgﬂgjare forced

- choice format, with the internal answer scoredJas +1 and the 7

4'and three of the fallure que tlons were chstrgcte% such that

81x 1nd1cat1n the greatest 1nvocatlon of personal,effort as

- take part‘in-a'study of "teacher-student'interactionkﬂ*ifeachers, '*ﬁn_

.dlfflculty. Presented readlng levels 1nd1cate reader number3~

not grade level. Pre- experlment,readlng levels had a mean of
3,45 and a standard devietlon of 2,33, Post- experlment reading
levels had a mean of 6 79 and a standard dev1at10n of 1 pO [ﬁ

Effort- Ougcome Covarlatlon. In October and June of the. ‘ ot

.
._~\ . by -

administered a subsample of items taken from the Intellectual

L A

Achlevement Respon31b111ty Scale- (Crandall et,al,, 1965) The h -
"
IAR measures the extent to which children VleW success and falrure

-l,
at achievement ‘tasks as caused by 1nternal persbnal reasons oxr .

.

_.._..__,. —— e D ._ﬁ._.

'3

A

external answer s%ored as zero, Twelve questlons from the IAR

‘.

were chosen. 31x of- the q estlons addressed successful outcome:

and six unsuccessful outcoles, 'In addition,. three ‘of the. success

o4
th} personal cause alternatlve c1ted the student S effert ( or

lack of effort) as the cause for the performance autcome. Thus,

a student's "JAR Effort score cg%ld range“from zero to 6 w1th

-

R SN

the cause of academic performance. Student SE IAR Effort scores in

October prov1ded the pre-experiment measure of effcfrt Outcome |

covarlatlon and the June scores‘provlded.the-post-measures,"

“COmponents of the Experiment. T%a_ ers'inltially’agreed_to
knew only thatan undergraduate student from the unlver31ty

would (hserve their. classrooms ‘and - that théy'would be asked. to ;f-,w

.

i0 ~
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ﬁ,fill out SOme questionnaires.' The flrst phase of the study R )
entaiied'the observatioh of classrooms ‘through the use -of the
'.Teacher-Chiid Dyadic Interaction-System (Brophy & Good- 1969).

: At this tlme students were administered the IAh questlonnalre

C s

B i,

vl
and teachers fllled out the inltlal expectatm} and contro& :
ranklngs. About four weeks after the observatlons, teachers met

with the experlmenter as\a_gpﬂup. At thls meetlng, the eéxperimenter

presented -the results of the first observatlon. The frequency *

A2

of the maJor 1nteractlon categorles of the dyadic system were "

LT

presented to the teachers., The sex of the student. and~the student s

-
1]

—I,Q. were-used-a$ crossed factors to d1fferent1ate between :"; B
. frequency\pf 1nteractlons. Among the 1nteractlon categorpes used
were numbér of publlc teacher 1n1t1ated and child 1n1t1ated
academic.interactions number of behav1oral and procedural
1nteractlons, and the percentage of pralse and crltlclsm use per
correct and 1ncorrect academlc response.. Teachers were also
 shown the negatlve relatlonshlp, reported in Cooper (1976)
between the frequency of crltlclsm use follow1ng a student 1n1t1ated ‘
1nteractlon and the student's bellef in effort-outcome covarlatlon.‘
Previous’ experlmental outcomes 1nvolv1ng performance expectatlonsutf '
zwere also rev1ewed - | :d - ‘}V : 4 o ff“'
Teachers were.then asked#to'partioipate in a second'phase
of the-inVestigation. This. enta11ed refralnlng from cr1t101z1ng some
students in- the1r classes after the student had ~sought an f
1nteractlon. These students were four of the most frequently
érltlclzed students as revealed by the dyadlc 1nteractlon observa—-

. \

tlon The "personal control® hypothes1s was fully explalned to“'

s e

[ B TE T LA

-




‘Ekpectation'Intervention
the teachers 1nclud1ng the proposed function of crltlclsm use

and the poss1ble effects of cr1t1C1sm contlngencles on student
motlvatlon; A1l six teachers agreed to par1401pate 'in this phase-
and also to have thelr classes reobserved Follow;ng the group
meetlng. teachers were 1nd1v1dually glven the data’ for thelr

[< ]
¢class and any questlons concernlng the "personal control" hypotheS1s

Ia

or the second phase of the experiment were-answered.'

A month 1ater, classrooms were observed for a second tlme
| 3

'up meeting of~teachers wag held. At thls meetlng,

and anot_
the eff'cts of criticism removal on claSsroom interactlons were
presented- (see Cooper, 197?) This‘Was followed by'a discussion_

- of. cr1t1c1sm use and other types of feedback fThe do;:IEEIEE'bf"
thls dlscuss1on was that teachers should attempt to determlne

- the reason for a crr;eﬁal response to student ﬂbrk before the
crltlclsm is admlnlstered and if the teacher decides that
criticism is warranted tha e child should be informed aboot :
the specific-reason for it. Whlle thls conclus;om was emphas1zed .
.in the'disc&ssion 1t was also emphas1zed that the teacher s
dec1s1on of whether or not to follow thls«adv1ce should ' be - based‘

"on thelr own exPerlenC&\;ﬁi 1ntu1tlon.e This meetlng was held at g
the beglnnlng of Decembeyi~i,No further contact was made with the
teachers until May, when arrangements for the assessment of the.

final IAR Effort and expectatlon and control ranklngs were made:'.

Determlnatlon of . "Alterable‘ and "Unalterable" Teachers. In

l

order to form comparlsonggroupSJbased on ‘the "%}terabllltyﬁ of
-teacher eXpectatlons. each teacher's”initial‘performance eXpecta-

tlon ranklngs were used as dependent varlables in a multlple/*

N

Q

\ ) ' -t -

/\ . 1 ()

< R - S
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| R T
g"regres91on analyS1s W1th sex and.I. Q.}of the student used as
predlctors. Those teachers Whose expectatlon ranklngs were most
predictable from these char cterlstlcs of students.were designated
;the “unalteraﬂle" group., The squared multlple regres31on results -

L——

for the three teachers in £ e "unalterable" group were .75. 56

d

" and 46 The teachers whose\expectatlon rankings, were least
prEdlctable from the sex and I Q. of the students were des1gnated
the "alterable“ group and had squared multlple revres31on results

L}

’iof .35, .20 and ,03.

Unlts of Analysis, For the purpose of relating'expectatians

and perceptlons of control the 1nd1v1dual student standardlzed
ranklngs were used as ‘the unit of analysis, For relatlng teacher

: alterablllty dlfferences to student progress. it was determined .
\

fthat classrooms (teachers) was the apprOprlate unlt to employ
Within each classroom students were. d1v1ded at the medlan accord-
ing %o the-teacher's 1n1t1a1‘expectatlon level and were de31gnated'
as high and low expectatlon groups.‘ The megm reading level and .

mean IﬁR Effort score were computed for each teacher's two level

-

of expectation groups. These means were then uséd as theﬁunit of
analys1s )Wlth expectatlon level and pre- and post- experlment

assessments v1ewed as four separate assessments for. each teacher,

Resultg

Relatlonshlp,Between Expectatlons and Control ' o °

The matrlx of 1ntercorrei§§10ns 1nvolV1ng the sex and I.Q.
of the students and the teacher ' 1n1t1al and flnal rankings of

expectatlon and control are presented in Table 1., As Table 1
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indicates fhgge;is a‘great deal of stability over fime in teacﬁers'
perforﬁance expecfations (r=.79.df;103,p{,01) andvih teaChers; .
_perceptions of control over performance.(r=.59,df=103,p§.01). |
Also, when performance expectations and sense of control were
- measured either six weeks'apart'or concurrentiy theae'two'percep-
tual measures were hlghly correlated (1n1t1a1 r=, 53 df—103 p{. 01;
____ilnal_r_+§3+dileZ+ij_l)
i In order to galnva clearer'understanding ofdthe relationahipsvf
between these rankings, separate mul+ipie“revression-analyses
rwere conducted on the flnal expectatlon and control ranklngs. These -
‘ regre551ons used the student's sex and I.Q. and the teacher s two ’
initial ranklngs as predictors, Results of these.analyses are
presented in Table 2, | | | '
Place Table 2 about here
¥ Inltial expectatlons were found to be the only 51gn1f1cant
predictors of the teachers' flnal eprLtatlcns (standardlzéd
Beta-welght-.71,3(1.99)~9.59.p<L001). The factors of sex of the '
student (B=.24,1(1,99)=3,11,p<.01), initial sense of <control
(ﬁ: R9,%(1,99)=3.34, p€.01) and initial ekpecfations (B=336 t(i 99)=
k.17, p( 001) all. proved to be 51gn1f1cant and 1ndependent predlctors

of final~aense of control. Thus, whlle 1n1t1al sense of control

does not ‘uniquely explain varia illty in flnal_eXpectatlons, beyond .
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-
the variablllty explalned by 1n1t1al expectatlons, 1n1t1al

expectatlons contrlbute to the explanatlon of flnal sense of

)

control beyond the varlablllty unlque to 1n1t1al control ranklngs

and common to both. Put more S1mply, there 1s no- evidence 1n

the data that 1n1t1al sense of control had an effect on later

expectatlons whlle there is ev1dence that 1n1t1a1 expectatlons

-_:1nfluenced later ranklngs of control,

Student Achlevement and Self Perceptlon Measures '~_,

Check on the Manlpulatlon At the conclus1on of the school

_‘"“year__teaohers_were—avked whether or not partlclpatlon in the
'experlment‘"affected your behavior towards any of the students
in'your,class?“ ThlS manlpulatlon check fully substantlated the
use of the. "alterable-unalterable" d1st1nct10n: the three teachers.
in the "unalterable" group saxd the experlment had not affected
their : behavxor while the three teachers in the-"alterable"

group said the experlment had affected thelr behav1or.

Readlng Level. Three separate: analyses were conducted on,

'the students';readlnv levels, Repeated measures analys1s of
'-varlance were employed w1th "alterable vs. unalterable" teachers
-ac a between teachers factor and hlgh Vs, low expectatlons as a

w1th1n teachers factor. Pre-eXperiment and: post experlment
reading levels were analyzed separately. Also, post—experlment
readlng levels were.regressed on pre-experimentwreading'leyeIS'
.and_the residuals from_regresslon were analyzed.‘ This final
analysis alloWs‘ -assessment of_changes in a student's readihg'

level relative to other studentsvin the sample, independent of

initial reading level of students. Table 3 presents the means® °*

i

Q
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and standayd dev1at10ns assoclated w1th the two experlmental
factors for each of the three measures, _ |
- The- analys1s of the pre- experlment readlng scores found no
o .81gn1f1cant effects, though there was a trend 1nd1cat1ng that
_ high.eXpectation.students had higher reading 1evé1s than lowha
expectation‘students before the'experiment began (M high=4,45
-?*-;s—ﬁ—%ew=2%éz+§%4744=4‘29.?(.1,eta=.77).}1The_post—experiment
analysis revealed a significant difference between high and low
expectatioantudent<reading levels, in a direction similar to
"+ the pre- experlment trend (M high#?.44 vs ﬂ'10w55.86;§(1,b)=26;75,
p<. Oméeta— 96) _Upon 1nspecting thevpre- and postéexperiment
means, it is noticeable that/the difference between high and low'
expectatlon student means varles llttle for the two assessments
(pre dlfference 1. 83 vs post dlfference 1.58). The cause for
h the dlfference un statlstlcal rellablllty for the two assessmentsd
is attrlbutable to a large decrease in w1th1n teacher error

"variabillty from the beglnnlng to the end of the school year
.(pre-W1th1n error MS=2, 34 VS, post w1th1n error MS= O 28)

The analy51s of reS1duals from regress1on found a trend for . -

the maln effect of "alterable vs unalterable" teachers. Students'
of teachers whose eXpectatlon ranklngs were least predlctable

,from the students' sex and I.Q. and who had sald the experlment

~

altered their behav1or tended to show gaans in readlng level | -

1
L

relatlve to students of "unalterable" teachers (M alterable— +, 49 |

-

Q ‘ _ , : : - , S . e e

)
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vs M unalterableszé'#91F(1 L)=5,38, p('084eta=;81)vab:other :
source of variance approached smgnlflcance. |

IAR Effort ‘ Three analyses of variance were also conducted

on the pre eXperlment and post- eXperlment IAR Effort" scores and
~ on thelr residuals from regression, The experlmental factors

' means asSociated with these analyses are presented in Table 4;

"‘“;*_—ﬁﬂﬁfintziysis*oftpre—ekperiment I&R~Effort scores fonnd no
51gn1f1cant dlfferences between the four groups. The»post- |
experlment measures also produced no significant dlfferences.
However,: 1nspect10n of the means underlylng the expectatlon
}evel by "alterable-unalterable" ;nteractlon-reveals substantially‘
.greater variation in "unalterable" scores than "alterable" scores.
The sums\ of squares for a comparlson between the “unalterable" |
teachers' low and high exPectatlon groups accounted for over 99%
of the cumulative variability expla;ned by the‘expectat;onjgroup
mainleffect and the tWOﬁW&y interaction. "Evaluation ofethis“
quantitj over a pooledverror term produced an Ffratio which-
approached significance (F(1,8)s4,56, p§.08), Thus, it'can be-
stated that after tne experiment was conclnded there-Wasla : . f_ @
tendency for low expectatlon students to have lower IAR Effort ‘ﬁ:’ ﬁf;t

scores than .high eXpectatlon students in "unalterable" teamheis'.

>

classes whlle 1n,"alterable" teachers' classes the twoogrjnps i
' dld not dlffer. o o BN ?fff‘; '1Jv",jﬁsﬂ*?i L
SR b

o

.The analys1s of residuals from predlctlon produced resu;ts jﬂﬁ"
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,sxmilar to the post e%perlment IAR Effort scores.‘.While no

151gn1f1cant effec's ere réwealed inspection of the underlylng

”T"dhalterable"/ e éhers hlgh and ‘low expectatlon groups accounted

:-V?for 99% of t’ i

teractlon . Evaluatlnr this quantlty over ~L

‘-a pooled e.r,r te/ produced a s1gn1f1cant F-ratlo ‘F(l 8)-

~

/df "alterable" teachers sShowed no such dlfferentlal pattern.'
4 /-'/./ \ .

Thls conclu81on, based on regre851on re81duals is supported by
’the actual mavnltude of change for the four groups ‘from the
‘preivto post-eXperlment~assessments._ ngh expectatlon students
of "alterable" teachers showed an LAR Effort gain of 0,15 and lows
'\showed a gain'of O 07, whlle hlghs of "unalterable" teachers

-

showed a galn of 0 35 apd lows showed a loss of 0. 08

-

- : ¢ Dlscu951on

Relatlonshlp Between Expectatlons and Control o

ﬁ
!

The regress1on analyses support the hypotheses. derlved
: from the "personal control" propos1tlon. that performance expecta-
tlons 1) are p081t1vely correlated 'with the teacher's sense of
contnol over performance, both at the beglnnlng and end of the
school year, and 2) may be a causal 1nfluence on sense of control.
1n that 1n1t1a1 expectatlons contrlbute unlquely to later sense

of control whlle the reverse 1s not true.
\ .

Q
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;Student Achlevement and Self Perceptlon Measures

The analyses of student outcome measures. are informative
both for the hypotheses under conS1deratlon and for future efforts
in the appllcatlon of performance expectatlon research. ' ._"f
The congruence between the determlnatlon of teachers as
"alterable" and unalterable" through the use of statlstlcal
| procedures and through the self report measure 1s an 1mportant
flndlng of. thls study. The varlablllty in expectatlon ranklngs
-_explalned by the sex and I.Q. of the student proved to be a
-stroné predictor-of Qhether or not the teachers reported being
influenced by'partlcipation fn the study. This result 'coupled'
~with the 1nfluence of this blocklng variable for explalnlng student
outcome'dlfferences p01nbs to the poss1ble 1dent1f1catlon of
_classrooms whose teachers_may be influenced by and_open to
enpectation interventions and, perhaps most significantly, to
1an ohjective'procedure\for increasing teachers' awareness about
',the.rootsof'their personal‘perceptions'and_the'consequences
these perceptlons may have for students. | | ‘
The "alterable-unalterable“ dlstlnctlon ‘was found to be
‘only marglnally related to readlng progress; though the relationship
was in the hypothe51zed dlrectlon. "Alterable" teachers students
tended to show. greater readlng galns relatlve to "unalterable"
:teachers students. Although the expectation level by "alterable-_g
. unalterable" interaction-was nonsignificant, 1t is.of intersst
to note that for:"alterable"'teachers the increase over prediction
in readlng scores was nearly equal for_high_and low expectation
.students while for‘"unalterable" teachers the decrease under

‘prediction'was greater'fqr low expectation students than for high

1D
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eXpectatlon students Low expectation Students'in "alterable"
teachers classes showed a readlng level 1ncrease of 4,01 and hlghs {;

and. increase of 3.46, 1In "unalterable" teachers classes, lows

)

showed an increase of 2,47 whlle hlghs showed an 1ncrease of -
2. 52 Thoudh the revealed dlfferences are statlstlcally unrelnable,v
it seems that low expectatlon students in "alterable" classrooms .
may have"closed the gap" between themselves and hlgh expectatlon A‘
stuoents whlle lows ‘in "unalterable" clas rooms did not..li "hf —
In regard in effort outcome covarlatlon ‘1t was found that
at the conclusxon of the school year . there was a treéd for low
-~expectatlon students to have lower*lAR Effort scores than high
expectatlon students in "unalterable" classrooms whlle students.
in "alterable" classrooms did not differ, ThlS effect was mlrrored
by'the change in relative scowes over‘the year; high expectatlon
students showed galns relatlve to lows in "unalterable" classes
whlle students did not dlffer in "alterable" classes. In this
ﬂcase, the measures reveal a w1denlng of the d1fference in effort-
.outcome.covarlatlon beliefAbetween<the_two expectatlon groups
ih "unalterable” teachers' classes. | |
- A flnal interesting flndlng of this study was revealed by
the analyses of reading progress, While the dlfference ‘in mean f
readlng level between hlgh and low expectatlon students bearly
changed from the pre— tp post- experlment assessments the stat—
1st1ca1 rellablllty of th1s dlfference dld change, This flndlng
1s attrlbutable to a large decrease in w1th1n teagher error
varlablllty.from the beginning to the end of the school year.'

A possible explanation for-this~decrease may lie in the fact that

RN

20
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l pre eXperlment readlng levels were based on the students'

readlng‘provress coming 1nto the teachers' classes. Post-exper-
. - RS
'1ment readlng levels were based onfperformance after a year in

"the teachers' classes..It seems reasonable to propose that

‘.student‘reading levels Wlthln a class would become'mbre consist—»

-

- ent w1th teachers' eXpeotations the lonver teachers are an 1n-
L/fluence on students. In essence, the use of teachers as . a(faotor,
‘in the pre experlment analys1s is . artlflclal slnce at the tlmeJ,
of the assessment (the June before enterlng classes) teachers
~could nc not hage-;nfluenced the students reading scores.
Unllke the readlng level results, theremms much slmflarlty
-1n ‘the error terms 10r the pre- dnd post- experlment IAR Effort
assessments. The reader will remember that the.lnltlal IAR Effort:-
-assessments were,taken in.October a month after the school
session had begun. It may be that, in. contrast to the initial
reading levels the students' effort- outcome covarlatlon bellefs
and the teachers' performance expectations had already begun an
1nfluence process. ) | |
Two methodolovlcal problems must be noted in draw1nv‘
concluslons from the present study. The first problem is that
of separating the effects of the teacher 1nd1v1dual dlfference

+

Ahmeasuregand the effects of partlclpatlng in the eXperlment From
- the present design, it is impossible to tell whether experlment‘

.participation, teacher differences'orcan interactlon of the two

‘ caused'the observed results. Follow'up studies should employ"

both a present versus absent manlpulatlon for the experlmental

1nterventlon and a lelslon of teachers w1th1n these conditions

24
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irit6 "alterable" and “unaltefable“ groups..While'the:present
’ . o ¢ <L - B N .
study clearly lacks the inferential power of the-abbve-design,

it does lend ‘sone legltlmaoy to a teacher 1nd1v1oual dlfferehce
_ measure in the fleld of eXpectatlon c0mmunlcat10n .EXplanatory
concepts for why'some_teachers are and some are ﬂ%t susceptlble
to expectaﬁion~effects are lacking and, when present have rarely
.beeh put to experlmental test (see BrOphy and Good, 1974) Given
the e straints on 1nference due to the nature of the eXperiment,

‘therefore, it seenis fairest to &onclude thatla most §ignif15§nt

zﬁndihg of the present study is the 1ntroduct10n and p;;ﬂlmlnary
e

sting of the "alterable unalterable" dlstlnctlon bet een

———

Tteachers._ o S o L
A second problem to be pointed out 1s that the small s1ze"
;'of the °ample calls into questlon the rellablllty of the Inean
square estimations, Thlo is a problem" many education studles
face when it is demermlned bha% the classroomkfs the\appropriate“
unlﬁ of -analysis. This limitation should be interpreted in
relatiph to another aspect of the‘fesults;\however; The fact
that-mahy comparisons,db.reach!orapproach significanee'indicates,
ex@femely_large effect sizes underlying the'signifieahee 1evels
(etaS'range from .77 to ;965 If- in fact the effect sizes
found 1n a larger sample are only half those found here, they
--would stlll be, cons1dered moderate in strength In sum, fhen“‘

while estlmates of varlance are based on a small sample there:'

is reason to acéégé\the rel;ablllty of the observed Feratlos.

«

..

o
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‘éumméry~' | |
’ Regreseionianalyses of_time lagged defa.supported the

Lo ’
) .

hypothesis;‘derived from the"personal control” propositioﬁ(_‘

ﬁthat expectetiohs cddce;ning perforganceflead to sense of control
over perfdrmance.’Stedent progress'measures‘revealed, as:predicted;
© that éifferential'eohsequences of performance eXpeetatiens_were'
associated with the degree of prediction of exnectations possiblej
fronx;fudent sex and I Q. and wheiﬁer or not the teacher reported
belng 1nfluence hy»partlc1patlon in an expectation experlment

The impllcations of the dlstinction between teachers as "alterable"

and "unalterable" may lead ‘to 1mportant dlscoverios 1nto the
l.’,

who's, how s and why s of expectation communicatlon.
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Footnotes o
J<6

;1 It should//eqnoted at thls point that gli p levels presented

ln 835001ation with F-ratios are equlvalent to two talled tests.

Due; to the fact that most of the dlfferencee that emerged were
¥

; predlcted effects falllng short of tradltlonal 31gn1f1cance

Ievels have been reported ?Qe reader should therefore bear 1n

, 'mlnd that reported p- level?cojmservatlve estimates,
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“Table 1 -

. N

l:lInterednrelation Vatrix forInitialland Final Expectation and Control Rankdngs |

SRR ' i - |
- and the Sex and 1Q, of Students - " S

"\\\\ ‘//’“* Student stuaent;  Initial g " Pinal "';_.wfnffialfi 'F{ﬁai°
S/ s LA bt Bgation Gl Gartl
- 'St‘sl'gint:a'_ L “ R a2 o W5
B o - Com TR

Final® - R L B HNEN
| EXpectation o o - - T e th o .63.

~ Initial - IR S

Flnal,‘ | | L L .f f
~ Control T

, \\ ' : :.jf‘.

" Note, Pemales are cbdéd 1 and mles are coded 0. All‘correlations are significant .

o we . ..
K uo';q.uejx.i-aiu_];-‘ ub‘gq;eq.:ﬁadx_g A

_ beyond p( 01 except those between student sex a d final expectatlon (p( 05) -

| and between student sex and student I Q (n 8, ) N2 104
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Table 2

Multiple Regress1on Results for Fﬂnal Expectatlon and Control Rankings -
. \ . - o ‘

ﬁ
- g n' | o Final Expectationé. | | B . ,i Flnal Control

- Standardized ”Uniqﬁe.,.ASSOCiéted : Standardized Unique Associatedf'
B-weight ~ Variance.  t-test = B-weight Varlance - t-test o

S wo s L 3_._»11‘**\
*‘ 'i‘cgden?ﬁ S0 0t LB e 008 L L0 L

~Initial . S0t b ggee 036 08 biapee

Expectation

Initial o gep o0 L3005 3ok

CGomtrol €t T T B

witisle 8633, b1 L 518, Bk, 99)526, 83044
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Table 3 0 LT
Pre- and Post=Experiment and Residual From Regression Weans = -

" for Student-Reading/LevelS e “"‘-m'i | .

Pre-  °  Post: LT
Experiment “Experiment :Residuals . -,
o o ; 5'58 o : '“.?6
) ‘ : EXPBCtaflon _h (1;67) (1&?2) v . (0.64)
"Unalterable"- : - o 1_' - AN |
Teachers_ E ' '

High =~ o L 86

; . . - 7}38 ' | -021
Expectation (1.85) (2.02) - (0.77)

A _ . ExPera'lqn‘ o (1.07) ’ : (Qi28)' <(O-50)‘
"Alterable" _ ' ' e
- Teachers . o . » , R .
. . \ : o A v' i . ' .o
ngh : T Lar ' r :

: 4003 : 7049 ’ ‘ .+;49w
Expectatlon ‘ ‘_(2.34) | (1.34) (0'35)‘

.- A ER t . . -7 , .

L4

Note. Post- experlment hlgh and low expectatlon group means dlffer

| ‘s1gn1flzantly (p(.Ol) Three teachers are represented by each mean.

Standar dev1atlons are in parentheses. L,
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g | Table 4

E Pre- and Post-Experlment and Re31duals From Regre551on Means

For Student IAR Effort Scores_

_;Pre--17‘ " Post- :
Experiment__ Experiment Residuals

R | e .Low-”» T o o B
b T s of . 2,57 2,49 0 -.38 .
N / Clm
‘-:"Uhalterabie"'

" Teachers .

’ High’

L a9m 307 +.21

swectation (3 () (a8

Tow. S _ | |
mxectation (3 &5 (. 13
' "Al'terableu . -
-Teachers R
. High : v | oo » .
S  Expectation Eqh L (%g%% - (té%%.

Note Re51duals for high and low expectatlon groups of "unalterable"-7

teachers differ s1vn1flcantly (p( 05) ‘Three teachers are’ represented

.mby each mean, Standard dev1at10ns are- in parentheses.
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